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The purpose of this paper is to propose empirical research on argumentative
discourse focusing on the interrelation of argumentative roles and metaphors. The
research will contribute to exploring the potentiality of rhetorical analysis in soci-
ology.
To begin with, I shall distinguish two types of rhetorical analysis, and sum-
marize their basic ideas. The first type is analysis of argumentation. Its basic idea
is to consider arguments to be arguers’ social actions, situated in relation to
counter-arguers and the audience. The second type is analysis of figures of speech.
Its basic idea is to consider some sorts of figures of speech to be indispensable,
and to be quite common in our everyday experiences and understanding.
Next, I shall classify some typical rhetorical analyses in sociology into three
main classes, according to their relationship to the two types of rhetorical analysis.
The result of the classification leads to two questions about the relationship be-
tween rhetorical analysis and sociology: (1) What significance does analysis of
figures of speech have in sociology?; and (2) What significance does the integra-
tion of two types of rhetorical analysis have in sociology?
What kind of empirical research, then, is necessary in order to answer these
questions? I shall present two conditions on the required research: (1) to focus on
the interrelation of argumentative situations (various relationships between partici-
pants which emerge through argumentative discourse) and figures of speech; (2)
to focus on the interrelation of topoi (ways of arguing) and figures of speech me-
diated by argumentative situations.
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Finally, based on a preliminary analysis of arguments regarding discrimina-
tory words, I shall propose specifying the required research as comprising two
parts: (1) analysis of the interrelation of argumentative roles (arguers’ positions in
argumentative situations, especially in relations to counter-arguers) and metaphors;
(2) analysis of the interrelation of topoi and metaphors mediated by argumentative
roles. In addition, I shall propose a framework for the analysis of argumentative
roles as regards three aspects: (1) burden of proof, (2) differentiation of argumen-
tative moves, (3) commitment.
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